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Abstract: In an electric vehicle, a large number of lithium-ion cells are connected in parallel. While
cells in parallel increase the reliability of the battery pack, it increases the probability of current
imbalance between the parallel branches, thus ageing gradient. The current peak in a cell also
can exceed the maximum charge current capability of the cell; leading to lithium plating, therefore
a safety issue. The temperature gradient within a battery pack amplifies this issue. This work
reports the impact of such temperature gradient on current imbalance within parallel connected
cells, their long-term impact on degradation and evaluation of current distribution with degradation.
Employing a real-world relevant experimental setup, a total of 1400 cycles were performed on a
module with four cells in parallel. A temperature gradient of 10 ◦C was introduced among the cells,
and current in individual parallel branches was measured employing Hall-effect sensors. Over the
course of the experiment, module capacity decreased by 23.6%. Cells at higher temperature/lower
exposure to active cooling experienced higher degradation. However, the cell with the lowest
starting capacity, although exposed to nominal module temperature and cooling experienced the
highest current amplitude towards the end of discharge/charge and thus the highest resistance
degradation. It was found that current in an individual parallel branch was exceeding the maximum
rated charge/discharge current by 53%.
Keywords: lithium-ion battery; parallel cells; current imbalance; temperature gradient; ageing
imbalance
1. Introduction
Since their introduction, a large number of lithium-ion battery cell degradation stud-
ies have been performed and reviewed [1–3]. Thanks to these studies, we now have a
good understanding of lithium-ion battery cell degradation mechanisms and the effect of
different stress factors on these mechanisms. Almost all of the degradation studies were
performed on battery cells or individual cells. Battery models are commonly developed
utilizing this understanding, and models are employed to estimate battery cell degradation
in a large battery pack in the real-world scenario. This is because battery degradation
study at battery module and pack level are relatively expensive, impose a higher level of
risk factors. However, there are certain stress factors such as temperature gradient, uncon-
trolled unequal current distribution, cell balancing, which affect battery degradation, are
introduced when cells are connected to form a battery pack. These stress factors received
little research focus. Unequal current distribution i.e., current distribution gradient, in
particular, becoming more pronounced with the increasing demand for a longer driving
range of electric vehicles (EV), which drive the increase of the battery pack size. Several
hundred (e.g., Nissan Leaf) to thousands (e.g., Tesla Model S) of cells are currently being
used within automotive battery packs. To increase the pack capacity and current capability,
within a maximum pack voltage, cells are connected in parallel. Increased number of
parallel-connected cells increases the reliability of the battery pack [4] and compensates
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the initial cell-to-cell variations and cell degradation gradients [5]. Parallel connections
also allow an increase of pack capacity with minimal change to the power electronics and
battery management system (BMS). However, an increased number of parallel-connected
cells has its own set of issues, starts with an increased number of connections to be made,
which expose to a higher cell connection failure, although can be mitigated by employing
a strict manufacturing process. The largest challenge in parallel-connected cells is likely
the current distribution gradient among cells [6], which cannot be removed completely.
The current gradient among parallel-connected cells will lead to unequal heat generation
within the cells, which will manifest into accelerated ageing and ageing gradient [7]. In
addition, with the public and political interest in aerospace electrification, full electric
urban/suburban/regional aircrafts powered by much bigger battery packs compared to
EVs’ battery packs are emerging. This requires a detailed evaluation of any safety risk
related to the uncontrolled branch current imposed on the cells.
Recently, a considerable research focus is given to the current distribution in parallel-
connected cells. In recent articles, researchers applied different modelling (e.g., Hossein-
zadeh et al. [8,9], Hoffmann et al. [10], Fill et al. [11]) and a combination of modelling and
experimental techniques (e.g., Luca et al. [12], Liu et al. [13], Zhang et al. [14], Grun et al. [15],
Hunt et al. [16]) to investigate short to the long-term effect of the current distribution to the
battery module and pack performance.
The experimental methodologies adopted in previous research to capture current
distribution in parallel connected cells, employ either a series resistance [5,13,15,16] or
Hall-effect current sensors for each cell [14,17,18]. When a series resistance is employed to
measure current in every cell in a parallel-connected module it no longer represents the real-
world battery module, due to (1) added resistance and (2) inhomogeneity of the resistance
values. In a recent article Jocher et al. [19] compared the difference between current
distribution with and without resistance. They have reported a higher degree of current
distribution with increased series resistance. This indicates when series resistance is added
to the cell to measure current distribution, it leads to unrealistic large current distribution
within parallel connected cells as is found in many previous studies [5,13,16]. In addition,
either charging or discharging is an inevitable source of Joule heat. Therefore, the apparent
resistive values will vary in the course of the charge/discharge cycles. This will contribute
to further current distribution. A similar issue may arise when a Hall-effect current sensor
is added to parallel-connected cells without optimizing the setup. For example, when
resistive wires are used to connect Hall-effect sensors [14], the actual resistive value of the
cables will be different in the real-world scenario due to tolerance and heat generation,
which will add more variables. In addition, Hall-effect sensor measurement accuracy can
deviate within the experiment duration, therefore a regular calibration check is essential.
Most of the previous studies focused mainly on measuring the current distribution,
and their impact on short-term performance. Due to the current distribution, cells will
undergo a different amount of energy capacity throughput. In addition, few cells in par-
allel configurations will be over-charged and over-discharged in every charge-discharge
cycle. One of the widely studied stress factors responsible for the capacity degradation
is the diffusion-induced stress generated during the normal charging and discharging of
LIBs, which leads to deformation and fracture of electrode materials and formation and
growth of the solid–electrolyte interphase (SEI), resulting in capacity drop and impedance
raise [20,21]. Therefore, a gradient in degradation among the parallel-connected cells is
expected when there is a current distribution gradient. In addition, higher than rated
charge current increase the lithium dendrite growth and accelerate other stress factors
responsible for degradation [22]. High discharge current activates degradation mechanisms
like particle cracking, loss of contact, SEI dissolution and regeneration [1]. Overcharging
a cell will lead to graphite exfoliation, binder decomposition, electrolyte decomposition,
and over-discharge will lead to transition metal dissolution, current collector corrosion [1].
The impact of current distribution on battery degradation has been studied on few occa-
sions [5,16]. However, these studies employed series resistances in their experimental setup.
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In this article, employing a robust, accurate and reproducible experimental methodol-
ogy and setup, based on Hall-effect sensors, we present the impact of current distribution
on battery degradation and evaluation of current distribution with degradation. Using such
results, it will be possible to identify the length of the activation of the degradation mecha-
nisms being introduced, which has never been reported before. In addition, we present the
implication of the current distribution on battery safety due to current distribution, at the
beginning of life, and as cells degrade.
In Section 2 we present the experimental setup and experimental methodologies
development. Validation results for the experimental setup, methodology and ageing are
presented in Section 3. We believe an important innovation and new knowledge are being
presented in this article, which is valuable to reproduce similar experimentation and model
in future, by the scientific community working in this area.
2. Experimental Details
The experiment in this study investigates lithium-ion cell degradation in a parallel
configuration whilst they undergo cycling with a temperature gradient among the cells.
A temperature gradient was applied to represent any temperature gradient in real-world
battery packs. The following sections presented the experimental setup, individual cell
testing, module testing and cycling.
2.1. Battery Cells and Experimental Setup
Four commercially available lithium-ion cylindrical battery cells (18 mm × 65 mm)
were used for this experiment. The rated capacity of each cell was 3 Ah, which had an
NMC cathode and graphite anode. The end discharge and charge voltages were 2.5 V and
4.2 V, respectively. The standard continuous charge and discharge rates of the cell are 0.3C
and 2C, respectively. Cell internal resistance rated around 40 mΩ (as supplied). The four
cells were denoted as C1, C2, C3 and C4, respectively.
To perform testing of individual cells and in a parallel configuration (henceforth
referred to as just “4P module”), both positive and negative terminals of each cell were
spot-welded with copper tabs (length of 60 mm, width 8 mm and thickness 0.3 mm). In the
4P module, cells were mechanically connected with brass busbars (length 500 mm, width
19.05 mm and thickness 6.35 mm). Figure 1 shows the schematic of the 4P setups with the
resistance of the busbars, copper tabs and cells.
2.2. Validation of Experimental Jigs
Before being connected to the 4P configurations, four cells were tested individually at
20 ◦C for a primary comparison of as-received parameters. At the beginning of the capacity
testing process, cells were charged to 100% SoC (state-of-charge) following the constant
current-constant voltage protocol (CC-CV) using C/2 CC and 4.2 V for CV phase until
current drops to 0.6 A. Cells were then fully discharged to the end discharge voltage of
2.5 V at a constant C/2 current rate. The cells then underwent the same charging (C/2 rate)
and discharging process with two different discharge C rates (first at 1C and then at 2C).
After completion of each charging and discharging step, the cells were rested for 1 h. The
data was recorded using the Maccor cycler with a frequency of 1 s.
To investigate the impact of resistances arising from the active cooling unit, two
different experimental set-ups were investigated. In the first setup 4P−1 (Figure 1a), cell
C1 was placed 15 cm away from the C2 and cells C2, C3 and C4 were placed at an equal
distance of 6 cm. Cells were exposed to a chamber with a pre-set ambient temperature of
20 ◦C and cooled by air.
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In the second setup 4P (Figure 1b), a liquid cooling system was introduced. In this
setup, cells C2, C3 and C4 were actively cooled using a liquid cooling loop and cell C1 was
left exposed to the ambient temperature. A hypothetical fault condition was simulated, cell
C1 was exposed to an ambient temperature of 30 ◦C and cells C2, C3 and C4 were actively
cooled at 20 ◦C. Therefore, a 10 ◦C temperature gradient was introduced. This represents a
fault scenario in a thermal management system of a battery pack when a portion of the
pack/module cannot be actively cooled or a large temperature gradient is present. This is
likely to increase the current distribution and higher capacity of cell C1.
The resistance of each component of the busbar, connection tabs and internal cell
resistance at 80% SoC in the 4P module (in Figure 1a,b), was measured with a Hoiki 1 kHz
resistance measurement tester. Four Tektronix TCP0030A Hall-effect sensors, rated at
30 A AC/DC with a sensitivity of 1 mA, were connected at the positive tab, to measure
current in each cell in the 4P configuration. Current in each branch was recorded at every
0.1 s during discharge capacity test and pulse test using Tektronix MSO58 Oscilloscope.
This setup allows to record high current values with high resolution, therefore small
current changes can be accurately recorded. A Maccor cycler was used to provide all the
charge-discharge current.
The 4P modules were tested with capacity test and pulse power test. The 4P module
was charged using the CC-CV protocol at a rate of C/3 and 4.2 V for CV phase until
current drops to 0.15 A and then kept open circuit condition for an hour. The module then
underwent a discharge capacity test at 1C and 2C discharge rates and pulse power test
at 80, 50 and 20% SoC. At all three SoCs, a discharge pulse at a rate of 4C for 10 s was
performed to measure resistance. Current distribution within the cells during discharge
capacity tests and pulse power tests were measured. Individual cell resistance and capacity
were calculated from the captured current for each cell, using the method described by
Barai et.al [23].
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2.3. Ageing Test
To perform the ageing test, setup 4P (Figure 1c) with a 10 ◦C temperature gradient
among cells was used. In the beginning, a snapshot test (detailed in Section 2.3.1) was
performed on the individual cells before connecting them into the parallel configuration.
After connecting them in parallel, a module-level snapshot test (detailed in Section 2.3.2)
was performed. Following that, 100 charge-discharge cycles (details in Section 2.3.3) were
performed on the module, after which a module-level snapshot was performed. The key























Figure 2. The sequence of snapshot test of individual cells, 4P module and degradation cycles.
2.3.1. Individual Cell Snapshot Testing
Individual cells were tested with capacity test and pulse power test before starting the
cycling process (0 cycles) and after completion of every 200 cycles. Following that, cells
were connected back to the parallel configuration and cycling continued. Cells were kept
at a constant temperature of 25 ◦C during the snapshot testing processes.
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At the beginning of the capacity testing process, cells were charged to 100% SoC
following CC-CV using C/3 CC and 4.2 V for CV phase. Cells were then fully discharged
to the end discharge voltage of 2.5 V at a constant current rate. In this study, capacity tests
were performed at two different C rates (first at 1C and then at C/10). After completion of
each charging and discharging step, the cells were rested for 1 h. The data was recorded
using the Maccor cycler with a frequency of 1 s.
The pulse power tests were performed at three different states of charge. In the begin-
ning, cells were charged to 100% SoC. Cells were then discharged to 80% at a discharge rate
of C/10. The cut-off discharge voltage (VOCV) was estimated using VOCV = V + I ∗ Rcell ,
where V is the cell voltage, I is the discharge current rate and Rcell is cell resistance. Cells
were rested for 2 h after obtained a predetermined charge state. A discharge pulse at a rate
of 4C was applied for 10 s and the current-voltage data was recorded with a frequency
of 0.01 s using the Maccor cycler. The cells were then rested for a 1 h period. The same
process was applied for the pulse power test at 50% and 20% SoC.
2.3.2. Module Level Snapshot Testing
After performing the primary individual cell testing, the cells were assembled in the
4P module. Module-level testing was performed at the beginning of cycling and after the
completion of every 100 cycles. Similar to the individual cell testing, the capacity tests with
two different C rates (first at 1C and then C/10) and pulse power tests (at 4C rates) at 80%,
50% and 20% SoC were performed on the 4P module. The cut-off voltage for different SoC
in the 4P module was estimated with a similar approach of individual cells. The module
was rested after every charging and discharging step. The cell current was measured with
the current sensors and recorded in the oscilloscope in capacity and pulse power tests.
Before performing each test, current sensors were recalibrated to improve the accuracy of
the acquired data. To minimize the contact resistance and avoid oxidations, the copper tabs
and busbars were cleaned with isopropanol before every assembling cell in the 4P module.
2.3.3. Cycling of 4P Module
The cycling of the cells in the 4P module was performed with a temperature gradient
between the cells. Cell C1 was kept at 30 ◦C and other cells at 20 ◦C during the cycling
process. Each cycle consisted of a full discharge at a constant current 1C rate and followed
by an immediate charging (without an intermediate resting period) to 4.2 V (around 98%
SoC) at a constant rate of C/3. After performing primary testing, the module underwent
100 cycles consecutively before performing the following snapshot test. In every 100 cycles,
the 4p module was rested for 2 h after completion of every 10 cycles, the cell current was
measured using the current sensor in each cycle and data were recorded in the oscilloscope.
The results from the first cumulative 1400 cycles are presented in the following sections.
3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Validation of Experimental Jig
In this section, the testing result from individual cells (as supplied) and after con-
necting them in different parallel configurations is presented. A comparative analysis of
different jigs is presented in Section 3.1.2.
3.1.1. Testing of Individual Cells
Figure 3 shows the results from the individual cells testing before being connected in
parallel. The average measured capacities are 2.94, 2.83 and 2.73 Ah for C/2, 1C and 2C
discharge rates respectively, with 0.01 Ah variation for all four cells. The cells capacity are
slightly lower compared to the rated capacity of 3.0 Ah (at C/5 discharge rate) likely due
to the use of higher C rates. The cell resistance variation among all four cells at 80, 50 and
20% SoC were between 0.6 to 0.9% (detail presented in Section 3.1.3). Therefore, these cells
have minimal cell-to-cell variation.
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Figure 3. el voltage versus capacity of individual cells during discharge with rates of C/2, 1C and
2C, easured at room temperature of 20 ◦C.
3.1.2. Current Distribution Behaviour ith and ithout Temperature Gradient
Figure 4 shows the current distribution a ong cells in the parallel configurations at
different discharge rates. In the 4P−1 configuration, only a small gradient is observed
toward the end of discharge, between 10–0% SoC for all three discharge rates. When
the external discharge current is stopped, no balancing between the cells is observed.
Resistance of lithium-ion batteries increases dramatically at low SoC [24]. Therefore, the
small gradient is likely to occur from a small resistance variation toward the end of the
discharge. In this experiment, as expected from parallel connected cells, no distinguishable
difference in individual cell voltage is observed.
In configuration 4P, the cell C1 temperature was set to 30 ◦C, whereas C2, C3 and
C4 were maintained at 20 ◦C using a liquid cooling system. At 1C discharge rate, the
modules capacities are 11.47 and 10.93 Ah for 4P−1 and 4P modules respectively. A
similar kind of pattern is observed for a discharge rate of 2C. A large current distribution
gradient, however, was expected from the beginning of the discharge and was observed
(Figure 4). At the beginning of discharge, C1 had 45.8% and 37.5% higher current at
1C and 2C discharge, compared to the average current of C2, C3 and C4. The current
distribution gradient decrease first as discharge progresses then increases again. There are
two counteracting mechanisms for this behaviour. As C1 discharged with higher current,
VOCV drops faster compared to other cells. As the cell voltage during discharge same for
all cells in parallel, current in cell C1 drops to compensate for the additional drop-in VOCV
(VCell = VOCV − I ∗ Rcell). In a counter mechanism, when cell C1 temperature raises, its
resistance drops compared to other cells and therefore increases the current in C1. This
mechanism is more pronounced towards the end of discharge, when the resistance of all
cells increases, but the increase rate for C1 will be lower due to increased temperature.
Capacity discharged from C1 increases, by 11.6% and 24.3% at 1C and 2C discharge rates,
compared to the average capacity of C2, C3 and C4. This led to a balancing current when
the external discharge current stopped, C1 charged by C2, C3 and C4.
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Figure 4. Current distribution within the parallel-connected cells during discharge capacity test at 1C and 2C discharge
rates for different parallel configurations.
3.1.3. Current Distribution Behaviour during Pulse Power Test
Pulse power test was performed at 80%, 50% and 20% SoC to calculate internal
resistances for each configuration. The module resistance was calculated from the voltage
and current data recorded by the battery cycler. The resistance of the individual cell was
calculated from the module voltage and individual cell current recorded by the current
clamp and oscilloscope. Total resistance (Rt) was calculated from the voltage drop at the
end of 10 s 4C discharge pulse current [23]. Resistance values are presented in Table 1 and
the current distribution during pulse current is presented in Figure 5. The total resistance
decreases from 80% SoC to 50% SoC but rises again at 20% SoC, a known feature of
lithium-ion cells [24].
Table 1. Module and cell resistance values, determined at 80%, 50% and 20% state-of-charge (SoC) i four paral-
lel configurations.
Jig SoC % ModuleResistance (mΩ)
Calculated Module
Resistance (mΩ) Cell 1 (mΩ) Cell 2 (mΩ) Cell 3 (mΩ) Cell 4 (mΩ)
4P−1
80
11.5 11.6 46.5 46.2 46.2 46.4
4P 12.0 11.9 39.6 51.4 50.8 51.3
4P−1
50
10.8 11.0 45.6 43.4 43.4 43.3
4P 11.1 11.2 37.5 48.3 47.8 48.0
4P−1
20
14.7 14.8 59.0 58.8 59.4 60.2
4P 15.0 15.0 47.9 64.4 64.4 67.3
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Figure 5. Pulse power test results showing current distribution within the cells at 50% SoC in the
parallel con ected (a) 4P−1 module with air co ling at 20 ◦C (b) 4P module with an active liquid
cooling (for cells 2, 3 and 4) at 20 ◦C and cell 1 was maintained at an ambient t mp rature 30 ◦C.
There was no distinguishable current distribution gradient across the cells for configu-
ration 4P−1 (Figure 5a). In configuration 4P (Figure 5b), cell C1 takes a larger proportion
of current as it was at a higher temperature of 30 ◦C, therefore lower resistance. These
observations follow the current distribution behaviour observed for capacity tests. In the
4P configuration, C2, C3 and C4 should present the same resistance value for a particular
SoC as they maintained at 20 ◦C; which was the case, resistance values for C2, C3 and C4
were within 1% variation at any particular SoC.
3.2. Ageing of Cells and Module
In the following section, the results from the capacity and pulse power test of individ-
ual cells and 4P module for a total cumulative 1400 cycles are presented.
3.2.1. Capacity Degradation of Individual Cells and Module
Figure 6a shows the relationship between module capacity and corresponding dis-
charge voltage profile at C/10 after every 100 cycles. The change in capacity varies
significantly with voltage and the number of cumulative cycles. Before starting the cycling
(0 cycles), the module maximum capacity measured at C/10 is 12.23 Ah (44.63 Wh). After
500 cycles, the module capacity decreases by 9.9% (10.6%) to 11.02 Ah (39.90 Wh); after 1000
and 1400 cycles which further decreases by 17.8% (19.1%) and 22.1% (23.6%) to 10.06 Ah
(36.11 Wh) and 9.53 Ah (34.09 Wh) cumulatively. The module capacity measured with 1C
discharge was 11.13 Ah at 0 cycles and was degraded by 27% after 1400 cycles. Therefore,
1C capacity test indicates higher degradation than C/10 test after 1400 cycles. This capacity
degradation rate is much higher than individual cell level degradation reported (15% after
completion of 1200 cycles at 1C rate) in a previous study on a similar cell performed at
room temperature 25 ◦C [25]. The higher degradation rate could be linked to the current
distribution and temperature distribution within the connected cells, discussed later in
this article.



























Figure 6. Capacity degradation of the module and individual cells, (a) voltage vs. module capacity as a function of ageing
cycles, (b) 1C capacity of the module and individual cells, (c) C/10 discharge capacity of the module and individual cells,
and (d) nor alized C/10 capacity degradation. The module level capacity tests were done at 30 ◦C in cell C1 and 20 ◦C in
t e t er t r c lls. I i i al ca cit t sts r t ◦ i all f r cells.
Figure 6b shows the changes in the capacity of individual cells and a parallel-connected
module as a function of ageing cycles at a discharge rate 1C. In the beginning, the cells
C1, C2 and C3 have a similar capacity with an average of 2.94 Ah and C4 cell has a lower
capacity of 2.82 Ah. After completion of 1400 cycles, the initial capacity of three cells (C1,
C2 and C3) reduce by 27% whereas it is slightly lower 25% in C4. The effect of temperature
degradation among cells is not distinguishable. This is likely to be an effect of temperature
rise in all cells at a higher discharge rate. Figure 6c,d show actual and normalized capacity
degradation of individual cells (after every 200 cumulative cycles) and module (after every
100 cumulative cycles) at a discharge rate of C/10. Both the cells and module capacity at
C/10 discharge rate are higher than the capacity at 1C rate. At 0 cycles, cells C1, C2 and C3
have a similar capacity 3.13 Ah, and C4 has a slightly lower capacity of 3.04 Ah. The module
capacity is 12.23 Ah which is 0.20 Ah lower than that the sum of individual cell capacity.
This likely could be due to additional busbar resistance in the 4P configuration. The cell
capacity degradation follows a similar trend as the module. However, C1 experiences
faster degradation and C4 experiences the slowest degradation. By the end of 1400 cycles,
C1 capacity degrades by 24.7%, which for C4 it is 21.1%. This is likely dominated by the
fact, C1 is cycled at a higher temperature, which accelerates ageing compared to the other
3 cells. In addition, a higher temperature of C1 reduces its internal resistance, increasing
charge-discharge current for this cell compared to the other cells. Also, as cell resistance
is lowest, the overpotential is lowest, which might have led to a wider charge/discharge
window and higher energy throughput per 100 cycles compared to the other three cells.
All these three mechanisms will be discussed later with the current distribution values.
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Although C4 has the lowest capacity at the beginning of the experiment, at the end of 1400
cycles, it retained a similar capacity as C2 and C3. The lowest degradation rate of C4 might
be related to the lowest current amplitude and lower energy throughput compared to C2
and C3, which will be discussed later.
3.2.2. Cell and Module Resistance
Internal total and ohmic resistance for individual cells and module are plotted as a
function of cumulative cycling in Figure 7. Data are shown at SoC 80%, 50% and 20% for
1400 cumulative cycles. All individual cell resistances were measured at 25 ◦C, whereas
module resistance was measure when C1 was at 30 ◦C and the other three cells at 20 ◦C. In
general, at all three SoC points tested, a steady increase of total and pure ohmic resistance
is observed over 1400 cycles.
In the beginning, all four cells have similar total and pure ohmic resistance. At 80%
and 50% SoC, cell total resistance raises with the number of cycles. Cells C1 and C4 show
higher resistance growth compared to cells C2 and C3. At 80% SoC, C1 experienced the
largest total resistance raise in 1400 cycles, i.e., from 40.3 mΩ to 84.2 mΩ, 109%. For C2, C3
and C4, the comparable resistance increase was 76%, 79% and 100%. A similar trend of
resistance increase is observed at 50% SoC. At 20% SoC, the resistance raise in C1 is much
higher than the other three cells. Although at the beginning of the test, the pure ohmic
resistance of the cells is accounted for around 80% of total resistance, it is not the largest
source of the resistance growth. Resistance growth is dominated by the dynamic part of
the total resistance, indicating a change in the active material. During cycling, C1 was at a
higher temperature, therefore experienced higher current amplitude. In contrast, C4 was
at the same temperature as C2 and C3 but had the lowest capacity at the beginning of the
experiment, which might have an impact on the current amplitude C4 experienced. These
might be the leading causes of higher resistance growth in C1 and C4.
The total resistance of the module follows the trend of cell resistance values and
increased from 10 mΩ at the beginning of the experiment to 19 mΩ after 1400 cycles at
80% SoC. The module resistance combine resistance for all four cells; however, current
distribution during the pulsed current used to measure the module resistance may provide
an interesting insight into the degradation and, therefore will be discussed.
3.3. Current and Energy Distribution in Cycling
Figures 8 and 9 show the current distribution in cells during cycling and snapshot test
in the 4P module at 1C discharge. In all cycling and snapshot cases, at the beginning of
the discharge, the C1 current is higher than the other cells and the C4 current is higher at
the end of discharge. The average C1 current at the beginning of cycling was around 3.5
A (Figure 8), this average value remained almost steady during cycling until 1400 cycles.
Although cell C4 experienced the highest current toward the end of discharge, its average
current over the discharge period is the lowest at around 2.6 A, which also remained similar
over the experiment duration. Cells C2 and C3 show similar behaviour with an average
current of 2.95 A. There are four key features in the current distribution which might have
impacted cell degradation, i.e., (1) highest average current in C1 during cycling, (2) high
current amplitude in C1 at the beginning of charge/discharge during cycling, (3) highest
current amplitude in C4 towards the end of discharge and (4) balancing current at the end
of discharge when there was no external current (Figure 9).










Figure 7. Resistance of the individual cells, easured at the three different of SoC (80, 50 and 20%) at 25 ◦C for cu ulative
1400 cycles. The module resistance was calculated based on individual cell resistance. The first column shows the total
resistance of individual cells and the 4P module at SoC (a) 80% (c) 50% and (e) 20%. The second column shows the
corresponding ohmic resistance at SoC (b) 80% (d) 50% and (f) 20%.







Figure 8. Discharge current distribution in cells in the 4P module cycling for selected cycles. The positive and negative
currents represent the discharge and charging state of the module. The numbers represent the cumulative cycling number.
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(1) As C1 discharged at a higher average current, it is likely to have gone through higher
energy throughput. A comparison in total discharge energy in each cell over the
1400 cycles is shown in Figure 10. Cell C1 had 8.9% higher than average energy
throughput. Wang et al. reported a power-law relationship between energy through-
put and degradation between 15 ◦C to 60 ◦C [26]. With every watt-hour of energy
throughput, active lithium will be lost in SEI layer growth and other side reactions
often referred to as loss of active lithium (LLI) [1]. This is likely the key source of
higher capacity degradation in C1. For the same reason, C4 experiences the lowest








































Fig 10. The to al discharge energy in 1400 cycles for each cell in the parallel-connected module.
Cell discharges at 30 ◦C and other cells at 20 ◦C. A 0.02% error bar is considered in the analysis.
(2) Higher charge-discharge current within a lithium-ion battery cell activates different
ageing mechanisms such as particle cracking, loss of electrical contact, structural
disordering, graphite exfoliation [1]. All these mechanisms will lead to loss of active
materials (LAM) and thus internal resistance growth. Cell C1 experiences around
3.5 A discharge current during cycling, which was 0.5 A higher than the average.
During charge, C1 also experiences 8.2% higher than the average current over the
entire charge duration. While at the beginning of charging, the C1 current is even
higher than 70% of the average current, which reduces as the charge progress. The
charging protocol of this experiment used the highest charge rate of C/3 for cycling.
This led to charging the C1 at a much higher than rated current continuously and
for a short period in every charge step. Use of high current, during both charge and
discharge, will activate most of the degradation mechanisms related to LAM [1]. This
explains higher resistance growth in tandem with higher capacity degradation in
cell C1. During charging, 70% higher current than the average value will accelerate
lithium plating [27], which accelerates degradation and impose safety risk.
(3) For cell C4, although the average discharge current was lower, the current increased
dramatically towards the last part of the discharge. From 200 cycles onwards, at the
end of discharge, the current in C4 was much higher than the cell C1. The maximum
n of discharge current in C4 was 4.2 A at the 660th cycle, which de reased to 3.7 A
at 1300th cycle. This most likely will activate degradation mechanisms related to
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LAM [1]. Therefore, C4 experienced higher than average resistance growth, but a
lower capacity degradation.
(4) The change of current amplitude in cells C1 and C4 can provide an interesting insight
into the degradation. C1 experienced the highest current amplitude at the first part
of the discharge throughout the experiment. From the 100 cycle onwards, the C1
current value initially increased (visible hump in Figure 9) then gradually decreased
till the last part of the discharge. The hump increased and become more pronounced
as the experiment progressed to 1400 cycles. This is likely to be because of the thermal
management of cell C1. During cycling, C1 was at 30 ◦C within the thermal chamber,
whereas C2, C3 and C4 were at 20 ◦C actively cooled using a liquid cooling system.
When discharge started C1 heated up at a higher rate and poorly cooled compared
to C2, C3 and C4. This led to further reduction of C1 internal resistance and higher
current. However, with reduced resistance the heat generation rate is also reduced,
and at a point, this mechanism stabilises, when the peak in C1 current can be observed.
In addition, lithium-ion battery cells internal resistance and voltage is a function of
SoC. As discharge progresses, the difference in SoC among the cells increases. SoC of
C1 decreases much faster than average and C4′s the slowest. This leads to a reduction
of current in C1 and an increase of current in C4 at the middle part of the discharge.
As discharge progresses, at the last part of the discharge current in C1 reduces to the
lowest and C4 to the highest. This likely indicates a slight over-discharge of C1 and under-
discharge of C4. If that is the case, when discharge stopped and there was no external
current, there should be a balancing current between cells. This can be observed from
the results presented in Figure 9. At the end of every discharge, C1 was charged with
around 0.5 A charge current, which was provided by the other three cells, but the highest
discharge current was from C4. As the rest period progresses, this balancing current
reduces. Therefore, C1 was charged and discharged over a wider window compared to the
other three cells, which contributed to both resistance and capacity degradation. This is
another source of additional degradation which is not captured in cell-level degradation
study but is present in a real-world application.
The result indicates that if there is a gradient in cooling or a temperature gradient
within a battery module, parallel-connected cells will degrade differentially. If the tempera-
ture gradient persists, it is unlikely that the SoH (state-of-health) of the individual cells in
parallel will equalize. The current result also indicates if one cell has lower than average
capacity at the beginning of life, its capacity is likely to equalize with degradation as previ-
ously reported [5]. However, these results indicate that although their capacity equalizes, a
significantly higher resistance growth will occur due to a higher current towards the end of
discharge (low SoC). The authors plan a further study with a longer experiment duration,
leading to higher degradation covering degradation at the knee point of the cells, which
may indicate this difference in resistance may again lead to unequal capacity degradation
as the module reaches lower SoH.
4. Conclusions
In this research, the long-term impact of current distribution within parallel connected
cells in a module has been investigated. A new experimental methodology and setup
design have been presented. The setup allows accurate capture at high resolution, of
the current distribution within a real-world representative battery module with parallel-
connected cells.
In the ageing test, the results indicate if there is a gradient in cell cooling and thus
temperature gradient, a current distribution gradient will be introduced, even when there
is minimal cell-to-cell variation. The current gradient will lead to faster capacity and power
capability (internal resistance) degradation of poorly cooled cells. When the cells are evenly
cooled, the current gradient is minimal among cells with little variation. In an evenly
cooled scenario, a cell with slightly lower capacity (likely from cell-to-cell variation) will
experience equalization of capacity over a lifetime. However, the result indicates, for such
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cells, there will be a higher internal resistance growth. The results also indicate during
charging that individual cell current can be much higher than the average value, leading to
lithium plating, which accelerates degradation further and impose safety risk.
The source of additional capacity degradation is likely SEI growth. The higher internal
resistance growth is likely due to structural disordering, particle cracking and loss of
electrical contact. The results indicate one of the possible sources of faster degradation of
a lithium-ion battery pack in the real world. This also indicates that employing parallel
connections to reduce the impact of cell-to-cell variation will not completely remove their
long-term impact. Also, this research highlights the requirement of homogeneous thermal
management to extend battery life and a detailed investigation of safety implications of
higher than intended charge current for an individual cell.
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